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Remarks 

The Office Action mailed March 7, 2006 has been carefully reviewed and the 
following remarks have been made in consequence thereof. 

Claims 1-32 are now pending in this application. Claims 1-9, 1 1-23, and 25- 
31 are rejected. Claim 10, 24, and 32 are objected to. Claims 1, 7, and 26 have been 
amended. No new matter has been added. 

The rejection of Claims 11, 12, 19-23, 26, and 27 under 35 U.S.C. § 102(b) as 
being anticipated by Dillon, III (U.S. Patent No. 5,515,069) is respectfully traversed. 

Dillon, III describes a plurality of light sources (lOa-e) that are moveably 
mounted on a frame (12), which is mounted by a support (16) to a video display 
terminal (14) (column 2, lines 62-64). A plurality of colors and shapes of a plurality 
of light emitters within the light sources may be changed from time to time in order to 
maintain user interest (column 3, lines 1 1-14). 

Claim 1 1 recites an apparatus for reducing eye fatigue comprising "a first light 
fixture; a second light fixture; a mount mechanically coupled to said first light fixture 
and said second light fixture and configured to attach to a rear portion of a display 
device so that said first light fixture is behind the display device and said second light 
fixture is beside the display device; and a dimmer configured to separately control an 
intensity of lighting from said first light fixture and said second light fixture when 
said dimmer is powered and light sources are provided at said first light fixture and at 
said second light fixture." 

Dillon, HI does not describe or suggest an apparatus for reducing eye fatigue 
as recited in Claim 1 1 . Specifically, Dillon, III does not describe or suggest a dimmer 
configured to separately control an intensity of lighting from the first light fixture and 
the second light fixture when the dimmer is powered and light sources are provided at 
the first light fixture and at the second light fixture. Rather, Dillon, III describes a 
plurality of light sources that are moveably mounted on a frame, which is mounted by 
a support to a video display terminal. A plurality of colors and shapes of a plurality of 
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light emitters within the light sources may be changed from time to time in order to 
maintain user interest. A description of the colors and shapes of the light emitters in 
Dillon, III does not teach the intensity as recited in Claim 1 1 . Accordingly, Dillon, HI 
does not describe or suggest a dimmer configured to separately control an intensity of 
lighting from the first light fixture and the second light fixture when the dimmer is 
powered. For the reasons set forth above, Claim 1 1 is submitted to be patentable over 
Dillon, III. 

Claim 12 depends from independent Claim 11. When the recitations of Claim 
12 are considered in combination with the recitations of Claim 11, Applicants submit 
that dependent Claim 12 likewise is patentable over Dillon, III. 

Claim 19 recites an apparatus for reducing eye fatigue comprising "a 
stationary arm having a first light fixture, an arm mechanically coupled to said 
stationary arm and having a second light fixture; a mount mechanically coupled to 
said stationary arm and configured to attach said stationary arm to a rear portion of a 
display device so that said first light fixture is behind the display device and said 
second light fixture is beside the display device; and a dimmer configured to 
separately control an intensity of lighting from said first light fixture and said second 
light fixture when said dimmer is powered and light sources are provided at said first 
light fixture and at said second light fixture." 

Dillon, III does not describe or suggest an apparatus for reducing eye fatigue 
as recited in Claim 19. Specifically, Dillon, III does not describe or suggest a dimmer 
configured to separately control an intensity of lighting from the first light fixture and 
the second light fixture when the dimmer is powered and light sources are provided at 
the first light fixture and at the second light fixture. Rather, Dillon, III describes a 
plurality of light sources that are moveably mounted on a frame, which is mounted by 
a support to a video display terminal. A plurality of colors and shapes of a plurality of 
light emitters within the light sources may be changed from time to time in order to 
maintain user interest. A description of the colors and shapes of the light emitters in 
Dillon, HI does not teach the intensity as recited in Claim 19. Accordingly, Dillon, III 
does not describe or suggest a dimmer configured to separately control an intensity of 
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lighting from the first light fixture and the second light fixture when the dimmer is 
powered. For the reasons set forth above, Claim 19 is submitted to be patentable over 
Dillon, m. 

Claims 20-23 depend, directly or indirectly, from independent Claim 19. 
When the recitations of Claims 20-23 are considered in combination with the 
recitations of Claim 19, Applicants submit that dependent Claims 20-23 likewise are 
patentable over Dillon, III. 

Claim 26 recites a display apparatus for reducing eye fatigue comprising "a 
computer display; a first light fixture mechanically coupled to and behind said 
computer display; a second light fixture mechanically coupled to and at a side of the 
computer display; and a dimmer configured to separately control an intensity of 
lighting from said first light fixture and said second light fixture, when said dimmer is 
powered and light sources are provided for said first light fixture and said second light 
fixture." 

Dillon, III does not describe or suggest a display apparatus for reducing eye 
fatigue as recited in Claim 26. Specifically, Dillon, III does not describe or suggest a 
dimmer configured to separately control an intensity of lighting from the first light 
fixture and the second light fixture, when the dimmer is powered and light sources are 
provided for the first light fixture and the second light fixture. Rather, Dillon, III 
describes a plurality of light sources that are moveably mounted on a frame, which is 
mounted by a support to a video display terminal. A plurality of colors and shapes of 
a plurality of light emitters within the light sources may be changed from time to time 
in order to maintain user interest. A description of the colors and shapes of the light 
emitters in Dillon, HI does not teach the intensity as recited in Claim 26. 
Accordingly, Dillon, III does not describe or suggest a dimmer configured to 
separately control an intensity of lighting from the first light fixture and the second 
light fixture, when the dimmer is powered. For the reasons set forth above, Claim 26 
is submitted to be patentable over Dillon, III. 
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Claim 27 depends from independent Claim 26. When the recitations of Claim 
27 are considered in combination with the recitations of Claim 26, Applicants submit 
that dependent Claim 27 likewise is patentable over Dillon, III. 

For at least the reasons set forth above, Applicants respectfully request that the 
Section 102 rejection of Claim 1 1, 12, 19-23 5 26. and 27 be withdrawn. 

The rejection of Claims 1-6, 13-18, 25, and 28-31 under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as 
being unpatentable over Dillon, III is respectfully traversed. 

Dillon, III is described above. 

Claim 1 recites a method for reducing eye fatigue comprising "adjusting an 
intensity of an essentially white light source behind a display device to set an ambient 
light level in a room behind the display device; adjusting an intensity of a blue light 
source disposed beside the display device to dilate pupils of the eyes of a viewer of 
the display device; and presetting a plurality of light parameters of the essentially 
white light source and the blue light source, wherein the light parameters correspond 
to a plurality of medical examinations." 

Dillon, III does not describe or suggest a method for reducing eye fatigue as 
recited in Claim 1 . Specifically, Dillon, III does not describe or suggest presetting a 
plurality of light parameters of the essentially white light source and the blue light 
source, where the light parameters correspond to a plurality of medical examinations. 
Rather, Dillon, III describes a plurality of light sources that are moveably mounted on 
a frame, which is mounted by a support to a video display terminal. A plurality of 
colors and shapes of a plurality of light emitters within the light sources may be 
changed from time to time in order to maintain user interest. A description of the 
colors and shapes of the light emitters in Dillon, III does not teach the light 
parameters that correspond to the plurality of medical examinations. Accordingly, 
Dillon, EI does not describe or suggest presetting a plurality of light parameters of the 
essentially white light source and the blue light source, where the light parameters 
correspond to a plurality of medical examinations. For the reasons set forth above, 
Claim 1 is submitted to be patentable over Dillon, III. 
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Claims 2-6 depend from independent Claim 1. When the recitations of Claims 
2-6 are considered in combination with the recitations of Claim 1, Applicants submit 
that dependent Claims 2-6 likewise are patentable over Dillon, III. 

Claims 13-18 depend, directly or indirectly, from independent Claim 11, 
which is recited above. 

Dillon, HI does not describe or suggest an apparatus for reducing eye fatigue 
as recited in Claim 11. Specifically, Dillon, III does not describe or suggest a dimmer 
configured to separately control an intensity of lighting from the first light fixture and 
the second light fixture when the dimmer is powered and light sources are provided at 
the first light fixture and at the second light fixture. Rather, Dillon, III describes a 
plurality of light sources that are moveably mounted on a frame, which is mounted by 
a support to a video display terminal. A plurality of colors and shapes of a plurality of 
light emitters within the light sources may be changed from time to time in order to 
maintain user interest. A description of the colors and shapes of the light emitters in 
Dillon, III does not teach the intensity as recited in Claim 11. Accordingly, Dillon, III 
does not describe or suggest a dimmer configured to separately control an intensity of 
lighting from the first light fixture and the second light fixture when the dimmer is 
powered. For the reasons set forth above, Claim 1 1 is submitted to be patentable over 
Dillon, EI. 

When the recitations of Claims 13-18 are considered in combination with the 
recitations of Claim 11, Applicants submit that dependent Claims 13-18 likewise are 
patentable over Dillon, III. 

Claim 25 depends indirectly from independent Claim 19, which is recited 

above. 

Dillon, EI does not describe or suggest an apparatus for reducing eye fatigue 
as recited in Claim 19. Specifically, Dillon, m does not describe or suggest a dimmer 
configured to separately control an intensity of lighting from the first light fixture and 
the second light fixture when the dimmer is powered and light sources are provided at 
the first light fixture and at the second light fixture. Rather, Dillon, III describes a 
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plurality of light sources that are moveably mounted on a frame, which is mounted by 
a support to a video display terminal. A plurality of colors and shapes of a plurality of 
light emitters within the light sources may be changed from time to time in order to 
maintain user interest. A description of the colors and shapes of the light emitters in 
Dillon, EI does not teach the intensity as recited in Claim 19. Accordingly, Dillon, HI 
does not describe or suggest a dimmer configured to separately control an intensity of 
lighting from the first light fixture and the second light fixture when the dimmer is 
powered. For the reasons set forth above, Claim 19 is submitted to be patentable over 
Dillon, in. 

When the recitations of Claim 25 are considered in combination with the 
recitations of Claim 19, Applicants submit that dependent Claim 25 likewise is 
patentable over Dillon, III. 

Claims 28-31 depend indirectly from independent Claim 26, which is recited 

above. 

Dillon, III does not describe or suggest a display apparatus for reducing eye 
fatigue as recited in Claim 26. Specifically, Dillon, III does not describe or suggest a 
dimmer configured to separately control an intensity of lighting from the first light 
fixture and the second light fixture, when the dimmer is powered and light sources are 
provided for the first light fixture and the second light fixture. Rather, Dillon, III 
describes a plurality of light sources that are moveably mounted on a frame, which is 
mounted by a support to a video display terminal. A plurality of colors and shapes of 
a plurality of light emitters within the light sources may be changed from time to time 
in order to maintain user interest. A description of the colors and shapes of the light 
emitters in Dillon, HI does not teach the intensity as recited in Claim 26. 
Accordingly, Dillon, III does not describe or suggest a dimmer configured to 
separately control an intensity of lighting from the first light fixture and the second 
light fixture, when the dimmer is powered. For the reasons set forth above, Claim 26 
is submitted to be patentable over Dillon, III. 
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When the recitations of Claims 28-31 are considered in combination with the 
recitations of Claim 26, Applicants submit that dependent Claims 28-31 likewise are 
patentable over Dillon, III. 

For at least the reasons set forth above, Applicants respectfully request that the 

Sprtinn 1 ftt mipriinn of Claims 1 -6. 1 3-1 8. 25. and 28-31 be withdrawn. 

~ - — - -j - — 

In addition to the arguments set forth above, Applicants respectfully submit 
that the Section 103 rejection of Claims 1-6, 13-18, 25, and 28-31 as being 
unpatentable over Dillon, III is not a proper rejection. As is well established, the mere 
assertion that it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to have 
modified Winn et al. to obtain the claimed recitations of the present invention does 
not support a prima facie obvious rejection. Rather, each allegation of what would 
have been an obvious matter of design choice must always be supported by citation to 
some reference work recognized as standard in the pertinent art and the Applicants 
given the opportunity to challenge the correctness of the assertion or the notoriety or 
repute of the cited reference. Applicants has not been provided with the citation to 
any reference supporting the combination made in the rejection. The rejection, 
therefore, fails to provide the Applicants with a fair opportunity to respond to the 
rejection, and fails to provide the Applicants with the opportunity to challenge the 
correctness of the rejection. Of course, such combinations are impermissible, and for 
this reason, Applicants request that the Section 103 rejection of Claims 1-6, 13-18, 25, 
and 28-31 be withdrawn. 

For at least the reasons set forth above, Applicants respectfully request that the 
Section 103 rejection of Claims 1-6, 13-18, 25, and 28-31 be withdrawn. 

The rejection of Claims 7-9 under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Dillon, III and further in view of Anshel. (Dr. Jeffrey R. Anshel, Improving 
Visual Comfort at a Computer Workstation, January 1999) is respectfully traversed. 

Dillon, HI is described above. 

Anshel describes a method for adjusting a screen brightness and contrast so 
that character definition and resolution are maximized (page 3, paragraph 2). In the 
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method, a screen brightness should match a general background brightness of a room 
and the matching is much easier to do with light background screens (page 3, 
paragraph 2). 

Claim 7 recites a method for reducing eye fatigue comprising "adjusting an 
intensity of an essentially white light source behind a display device to set an ambient 
light level in a room behind the display device; adjusting an intensity of a blue light 
source disposed beside the display device to dilate pupils of the eyes of a viewer of 
the display device; and displaying a medical image on the display device, wherein 
adjusting an intensity of the white light source further comprises adjusting an intensity 
of the white light source in accordance with a type of medical image displayed, and 
wherein adjusting an intensity of the blue light source further comprises adjusting an 
intensity of the blue light source in accordance with the type of medical image 
displayed." 

Neither Dillon, III nor Anshel, considered alone or in combination, describe or 
suggest a method for reducing eye fatigue as recited in Claim 7. Specifically, neither 
Dillon, III nor Anshel, considered alone or in combination, describe or suggest 
adjusting an intensity of the white light source further includes adjusting an intensity 
of the white light source in accordance with a type of medical image displayed, and 
where adjusting an intensity of the blue light source further includes adjusting an 
intensity of the blue light source in accordance with the type of medical image 
displayed. Rather, Dillon, III describes a plurality of light sources that are moveably 
mounted on a frame, which is mounted by a support to a video display terminal. A 
plurality of colors and shapes of a plurality of light emitters within the light sources 
may be changed from time to time in order to maintain user interest. A description of 
the colors and shapes of the light emitters in Dillon, III does not teach the intensity 
and the type of medical image as recited in Claim 7. Anshel describes a system for 
matching a screen brightness with a general background brightness of a room and the 
matching is much easier to do with light background screens. A description of 
matching a screen brightness with a general background brightness does not teach 
adjusting an intensity of the white light source in accordance with a type of medical 
image displayed and adjusting an intensity of the blue light source in accordance with 
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the type of medical image displayed. Accordingly, neither Dillon, III nor Anshel, 
considered alone or in combination, describe or suggest adjusting an intensity of the 
white light source further includes adjusting an intensity of the white light source in 
accordance with a type of medical image displayed, and where adjusting an intensity 
of the blue light source further includes adjusting an intensity of the blue light source 
in accordance with the type of medical image displayed. For the reasons set forth 
above, Claim 7 is submitted to be patentable over Dillon, HI in view of Anshal. 

Claims 8 and 9 depend from independent Claim 7. When the recitations of 
Claims 8 and 9 are considered in combination with the recitations of Claim 7, 
Applicants submit that dependent Claims 8 and 9 likewise are patentable over Dillon, 
III in view of Anshal. 

For at least the reasons set forth above, Applicants respectfully request that the 
Section 103 rejection of Claims 7-9 be withdrawn. 

Moreover, Applicants respectfully submit that the Section 103 rejection of 
Claims 7-9 is not a proper rejection. As is well established, obviousness cannot be 
established by combining the teachings of the cited art to produce the claimed 
invention, absent some teaching, suggestion, or incentive supporting the combination. 
Neither Dillon, III nor Anshal, considered alone or in combination, describe or 
suggest the claimed combination. Furthermore, in contrast to the assertion within the 
Office Action, Applicants respectfully submit that it would not be obvious to one 
skilled in the art to combine Dillon, III with Anshal because there is no motivation to 
combine the references suggested in the cited art itself. 

As the Federal Circuit has recognized, obviousness is not established merely 
by combining references having different individual elements of pending claims. Ex 
parte Levengood, 28 U.S.P.Q.2d 1300 (Bd. Pat. App. & Inter. 1993). MPEP 2143.01. 
Rather, there must be some suggestion, outside of Applicants* disclosure, in the prior 
art to combine such references, and a reasonable expectation of success must be both 
found in the prior art, and not based on Applicants' disclosure. In re Vaeck, 20 
U.S.P.Q.2d 1436 (Fed. Cir. 1991). In the present case, neither a suggestion or 
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motivation to combine the prior art disclosures, nor any reasonable expectation of 
success has been shown. 

Furthermore, it is impermissible to use the claimed invention as an instruction 
manual or "template" to piece together the teachings of the cited art so that the 
claimed invention is rendered obvious. Specifically, one cannot use hindsight 
reconstruction to pick and choose among isolated disclosures in the art to deprecate 
the claimed invention. Further, it is impermissible to pick and choose from any one 
reference only so much of it as will support a given position, to the exclusion of other 
parts necessary to the full appreciation of what such reference fairly suggests to one of 
ordinary skill in the art. The present Section 103 rejection is based on a combination 
of teachings selected from a patent and a publication in an attempt to arrive at the 
claimed invention. Specifically, Dillon, III teaches a plurality of light sources that are 
moveably mounted on a frame, which is mounted by a support to a video display 
terminal. A plurality of colors and shapes of a plurality of light emitters within the 
light sources may be changed from time to time in order to maintain user interest. 
Anshel teaches a system for matching a screen brightness with a general background 
brightness of a room and the matching is much easier to do with light background 
screens. Since there is no teaching nor suggestion in the cited art for the combination, 
the Section 103 rejection appears to be based on a hindsight reconstruction in which 
isolated disclosures have been picked and chosen in an attempt to deprecate the 
present invention. Of course, such a combination is impermissible, and for this reason 
alone, Applicants request that the Section 103 rejection of Claims 7-9 be withdrawn. 

For at least the reasons set forth above, Applicants respectfully request that the 
rejections of Claims 7-9 under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) be withdrawn. 

Claims 10, 24, and 32 have been indicated to contain allowable subject matter 
if rewritten to include all of the limitations of the respective base claims and any 
respective intervening claims. Applicants thank the Examiner for the indication of 
allowable subject matter. 
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In view of the foregoing amendment and remarks, all the claims now active in 
this application are believed to be in condition for allowance. Reconsideration and 
favorable action is respectfully solicited. 



Resoectfullv Submitted, 




Wilham J. zychlewicz 
Registration No.: 51,366 
ARMSTRONG TEASDALE LLP 
One Metropolitan Square, Suite 2600 
St. Louis, Missouri 63102-2740 
(314) 621-5070 
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